per capita food consumption grew from about 1,800 pounds to 2,000 pounds per year (Jerardo 2002) . Nutritional deficiencies seen in the early 1900s, in children and adults, have all but disappeared. In pockets where hunger and lack of access prevail, government-based and charitable food assistance programs help overcome shortages and malnutrition. This is a story of the great success of American enterprise, technology, and to some extent, social policy.
Four major streams of food flow into communities today. Three of these are tied to the dominant, now global, system of food production and distribution and differ mainly in the channels that make products available to community residents and the rationales and conditions of their operation:
• the mainstream, market-oriented food system currently dominated by large corporations;
• the charitable food assistance network made up of food banks, food pantries, and soup kitchens; and
• the federal nutrition safety net with programs targeted at poor children and adults, pregnant women and nursing mothers, and seniors.
All three streams have contributed to communities in numerous and significant ways (Schlebecker 1975; Food Research and Action Center 1991; Gilbert 1982; Poppendieck 1998) . All have also posed numerous problems for them. A fourth stream consists of community food systems characterized by closer regional connections between producers, processors, and consumers. Table 1 provides a comparative overview of each stream from the perspective of community economy, health, environment, and local communities' ability to influence each stream. Proponents of the nascent community food security movement (discussed below) believe that community food systems, developed systematically with the guiding framework of community food security, can strengthen localities and regions in multiple ways, alleviate the problems posed by the three dominant streams, and enhance possibilities for community planning-including community food planning.
Community food security provides both a critique of and an alternative approach to food systems compared with the three streams described above. Three principal features characterize this framework: one, it seeks goals associated with progressive planning-equity, health, and sustainability; two, it is comprehensive in its view of food systems and their connections to people, natural resources, and place; and three, it holds community as an indispensable unit of solution to food problems. While consensus has yet to be developed on a definition across its many adherents, here is one that is widely used:
Community food security (CFS) is defined as a situation in which all community residents obtain a safe, culturally acceptable, nutritionally adequate diet through a sustainable food system that maximizes community self-reliance and social justice. (Hamm and Bellows 2003, 37) Table 1 summarizes the strengths and weaknesses of the mainstream food system and its three channels of food distribution to communities. In brief, the critiques of the three streams of food by the community food security movement include the following:
• Food sources and related processes are becoming more distant so that consumers have scant knowledge of where their food comes from, how it is produced, and under what conditions, resulting in a lack of interest in the consequences for communities of their consumption choices and an inability of communities to plan (Kloppenburg, Hendrickson, and Stevenson 1995) .
• Concerns are mounting about related social and environmental impacts of energy intensive nature of food production, processing, and distribution; the degradation of natural resources; increased production of greenhouse gases; habitat loss; the global exploitation of food workers; and so on. All of society bears the costs of such externalities produced by the current food system.
• Yet another externality relates to the health costs arising from poor dietary choices consumers make in the current context in which the vast majority (94 percent in 1997) of food-advertising dollars are spent on processed and convenience foods, in contrast to fresh fruit, vegetables, or other healthful choices (Nestle 2002; Gallo 1999 ). An estimated 300,000 deaths per year may be attributable to obesity (Allison et al. 1999) ; one-third of all cancer deaths are linked to diet (Doll and Peto 1981) ; and just seven diet-related health conditions cost $80 billion annually in medical costs and productivity losses (USDA Economic Research Service, n.d., 1).
• The trend toward greater concentration and vertical integration in the global food system places enormous power and resources in the hands of few large, multinational corporations that control activities from farm to fork. Today, the top five grocery firms, for example, account for 42 percent of national retail sales, up from 24 percent in 1997 (Hendrickson et al. 2001) . Four companies control 84 percent of the U.S. cereal market (Krebs 1994) . The reduction of competition is a prime illustration of the movement toward market failure of the food economy.
• Despite the productivity of the U.S. food system, incidence of hunger and food insecurity 1 is increasing. The USDA reports that in 1999, 10 percent of all U.S. households, representing 19 million adults and 12 million children, were "food insecure." Of these, 5 million adults and 2.7 million children suffered from food insecurity that was so severe that they were classified as "hungry" (Food Research and Action Center 2000) . In 2002, the U.S. Conference of Mayors reported that over half of the twenty-five cities surveyed were unable to provide adequate quantities of food to those in need and that nearly two-thirds had to decrease the amount of food provided and/or the number of times people could come in for assistance (U.S. Conference of May- • Resolving problems of hunger and food insecurity requires more complex solutions than simply providing food to the needy. Community food security advocates complain that notwithstanding the sincerity and goodwill of volunteers, charity diverts legitimate attention from broad policy reform to obtain living wages, better jobs, education, and health and child care and supports political ideologies upholding volunteerism as the preferred model for solving problems faced by poor communities. Poppendieck (1998) argues that charity satisfies the needs of the donors of food and labor more than those sought to be helped.
Specific actions to enhance community food security can take many forms, emanate from different starting points, and can address different constituencies or audiences. They are necessarily multidisciplinary because of a focus on the linkages among food system activities (production, processing, and distribution) and between food and community goals (such as health, economic vitality, neighborhood improvement, etc.). For example, in communities across the United States, grassroots organizations are teaching low-income households vegetable gardening to improve diets, creating community-based food businesses, developing community gardens in inner-city neighborhoods, linking consumers with local farmers through farmers markets and other direct marketing models, and organizing food policy councils, along with many other initiatives. These efforts represent local solutions to local manifestations of larger problems.
It must be noted that community food security cannot be expected to solve all the ills emerging from the current global food system. For better or worse, the corporate-dominated market food system is here to stay for the foreseeable future. Moreover, community food security is scarcely intended as a replacement for federal entitlement programs aimed at poor and vulnerable residents. Rather, it is an approach that seeks to increase community influence on these systems, to offer an integrated view of the links within the food system and between food and communities, and to provide more sustainable alternatives to current streams. Community food security advocates are finding that building partnerships with relevant public agencies and community-based organizations and coordinating efforts is essential to developing effective and lasting solutions. They also find that gathering information about conditions in their community's food system and publicizing that information is valuable, both to help inform their own work to create positive change and to build broader awareness of and support for their efforts. For these and other reasons, CFAs have garnered great interest among community food security proponents.
CFA: A Tool for Integrating Food into Planning
There are good reasons for planners to be interested in CFAs as well. Pothukuchi and Kaufman (1999) suggest reasons why planners might want to pay more systematic attention to food. First, food is a basic human need; planning has a deep interest in making places better serve the needs of people. Second, food systems are interconnected with communities' economies, vitality, health, and natural environments; attention to interconnections among communities' social, economic, physical, and environmental dimensions is yet another essential theme in planning's professional identity. Pothukuchi and Kaufman (1999) explore institutional arrangements that could play the following important roles 2 vis-à-vis community-food linkages:
• a central intelligence function, to facilitate local operations of different food system functions through regular issuance of appropriate local analyses;
• a pulse-taking function, to alert the community through periodic reports to danger signs in the local community that may impact food access, hunger and nutrition, diet-related disease, population, and food-business movements;
• a policy clarification function, to help frame and regularly revise food system functions of local government;
• a community food security strategic plan function, to phase specific private and public programs toward enhancing community food security for a period of ten to twenty years; and The arrangements performing these functions conceivably could be a combination of public-, private-, and communitysector organizations and actors, although ideally with an institutional connection to public decision making. The functions described above will need to be supported by systematic and periodic data collection in relevant categories. Community food security planning, regardless of its source or impetus, will have strategic information needs that CFAs can provide. Figure 1 maps the flow of activities connecting CFAs and strategies for promoting community food security.
At least seven rationales suggest why planners' involvement in CFAs can help strengthen planning for community food security:
1. Urban planners are trained about communities; their social, political, economic, and environmental functions; and their processes and policies. Hatry et al. 1992; Quercia 1999) . They are expected to understand the role of rhetoric in communicating evidence and proofs and to decode and moderate the politics of information (Throgmorton 1996; Forester 1988) . Much like other community systems, the food system has multiple, competing interests, values, and players who have differential access to power and resources. Gathering information about and engaging in communication among and between these is inherently political. 4. Planners are linked to decision makers and decision arenas in public, private, and nonprofit sectors. They are in positions to mediate processes by which lists of potential issues, preferences, conflicts, and decisions that could be addressed by decision makers are transformed into those that are (Bryson and Crosby 1996) , and are able to recommend policies and plans based on the strategic information they gather. Community food activities (such as community gardens) are routinely influenced by zoning, land use, and neighborhood policies; planners can recommend to decision makers appropriate policies and plans that deliver preferred outcomes. 5. Planners are trained to lead, facilitate, and manage community-based group processes involving stakeholders, organizational partners, and community residents (Innes 1996; Forester 1999) . Planners learn about and routinely use methods in consensus development, negotiation, and conflict resolution that are useful for such processes. CFAs benefit from such facilitation, given the diversity of stakeholders and interests that need to be involved to obtain effective assessments that contribute to plans and programs that have broad support. 6. Planners bring interdisciplinary perspectives and have the capacity to identify and analyze new community concerns at the intersection of multiple disciplines and to incorpo-
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Community Food Assessment
Neighborhood, city, or regional context Figure 1 . The role of community food assessments in the design of strategies for change. Note: Community food security calls for greater local integration of food system links and envisions food as a tool for achieving community objectives in health, economic development, equity, and sustainability. Individual members of a community, community-based organizations, public agencies, and the private sector all have roles to play in enhancing a community's food security.
rate them into planning. The history of community planning is replete with such examples: community policing (e.g., Rohe, Adams, and Arcury 2000) and AIDS-related planning (Takahashi and Smutny 1998; Wallace, Wallace, and Andrews 1997) are but two examples of such emerging concerns that planners have addressed. 7. Planners are concerned with such overarching and normative goals as healthy communities, sustainable communities, or community quality of life (Berke 2002; Jepson 2001; Lucy 1994) . Much planning literature has been devoted to understanding their predictors and correlates and to the design of appropriate strategies to obtain these goals (see Sawicki and Flynn 1996 , e.g., for a review of neighborhood indicators projects). Food is linked to these objectives in multiple ways that need greater attention from planners Kaufman 2000, 1999) .
᭤ Nine CFAs: Common Threads to Planning
This section discusses nine CFAs conducted since 1993 and identifies characteristics that are common to planning. It also compares assessments led by planners with those by nonplanners in a range of categories, including issues, methods, and outcomes. Table 2 provides a brief overview of the assessments' goals, issues, methods, products, and outcomes.
The analysis is based on the findings of a survey conducted of leaders or representatives of organizational sponsors of nine CFAs in a range of categories, including objectives, questions or issues addressed, methods of data collection and analysis, geographic scope, funding, people and groups involved, type and extent of community participation, outcomes and followup actions, and documentation and dissemination.
3 Outputs such as reports, journal articles, links to Web sites, and other relevant information were also collected whenever possible. 4 Finally, brief case summaries, based on findings from the survey and follow-up interviews, written for another publication (Pothukuchi et al. 2002) , with feedback from assessment leaders or organizational representatives, offered yet another source of data for this article.
Four assessments were led by faculty in academic departments of urban planning (Los Angeles, Madison, Milwaukee, and Detroit). All four involved students of urban planning in the planning, implementation, and dissemination of the research. This group of assessments will be referred to, for convenience, as "planning-related CFAs." 5 See Tables 3, 4 , and 5, as well, for summary information in other categories. A review of tabulations of findings from the survey in the categories mentioned above surfaced differences among planning-related CFAs and others, which were then examined more closely for their content and possible explanations. These are discussed in subsequent paragraphs. What follows is a general description of the assessments and common characteristics.
Assessments ranged from a focus on a single neighborhood (San Francisco) or small area (Austin) to regions comprising multiple counties (North Country) and studies that encompassed multiple geographic scales depending on the issues examined (Detroit, Los Angeles, Madison, Milwaukee) . Goals for assessments embraced a variety of aspirations: understanding (and resolving) problems faced by residents in gaining access to nutritious foods, creating university-community partnerships, improving access to locally produced and healthful choices of food while strengthening regional agriculture, and devising community food policy councils.
Besides the expected fact of food's linkage to various community facets, all studies shared five important characteristics. These characteristics are familiar planning interests and therefore constitute common threads to planning, as follows.
Needs of low-income residents. All studies focused on the needs of low-income residents and shared a concern for the problems they faced with respect to obtaining culturally appropriate choices of nutritious foods in their neighborhoods. All commented on the equity and social justice implications of the poverty of food choices in low-income neighborhoods in terms of costs incurred and opportunities forgone by families who live there. All studies discussed specific difficulties faced by low-income families in obtaining nutritious food from a variety of market, government, and nonprofit sources and the strategies families adopted to cope with these difficulties. Seven of these documented low-income families' options in or experiences with obtaining food from federal food programs (Women, Infants, and Children-WIC, food stamps, summer nutrition programs for children, etc.) or area food-assistance sources, such as difficulties encountered in enrolling in programs or obtaining adequate food from them. Recommendations from the CFAs ranged from the institution of a new bus route connecting low-income neighborhoods to larger grocery stores (Austin), to better coordination of food assistance efforts across the community (North Country and Somerville), to the development of a year-round farmers market that also provided educational and entrepreneurial opportunities (Milwaukee) .
Concerns related to equity and meeting the needs of poor and vulnerable segments of society are shared by most, if not all, planners, who try to devise alternative systems to meet basic needs of residents who are unable to pay for them. The need to redress distribution problems caused by the normal operation of markets and their failure and to provide a voice for those excluded in decisions due to poverty or other sources of vulnerability are two important rationales for planning. This concern for low-income residents who are excluded from the dominant food system, and are unable to meet a very basic need, therefore constitutes a strong thread to planning.
Sustainability of the food system. All studies shared a concern about the sustainability of the food system, or specific components relevant to their communities, and displayed a commitment to developing sustainable solutions to the types of problems discussed in an earlier section. Sustainability, as expressed in these CFAs included notions related to creating spatially closer links among two or more food system activities (production, processing, distribution, consumption, and waste disposal); making specific food system practices more environmentally sensitive; including previously excluded players such as small farmers and low-income consumers; and educating community residents about their participation in food systems and ways to enhance sustainability.
Sustainability is a common enough refrain in planning academic and practitioner circles, even as debate continues on the content of strategies and their implementation for preferred outcomes. Many planners have embraced the social, ecological, and economic aspects of sustainability suggested above and continue to offer sustainable development as a goal and guide for community planning activities (Berke 2002; Jepson 2001; Beatley and Manning 1997; Haughton and Hunter 1994) . Planners and community food security advocates therefore bring shared understandings on sustainability that can be put to mutually productive use.
Community as a unit of solution to food system problems. All recognized community as a unit of solution to food system problems. All studies were conducted with the objective of designing community-based solutions to problems that were studied. Thus, these CFAs stand in contrast to large-and more typical-bodies of research on food systems that tend to call for changes in personal behavior, industry practices, or federal or state policies. In all assessments, communities were generally defined in terms of geographic areas for operational and political reasons but also included group membership in their definition (low-income, racial, and ethnic minority demographic groups, such as youth or seniors, or occupational groups, such as farmers and processors). Recommendations were targeted for action by local community action agencies, nonprofit organizations or coalitions, and local governments. In their understanding of community, many also identified specific groups of people who should be involved in and benefit from the design and implementation of the CFA research itself, thus building or enhancing the definition of community during CFA implementation. For example, interviews with food shoppers in the San Francisco study were conducted by youth living in public housing, who then disseminated results and recommended solutions in various forums. Building youth capacity was an important objective of this research.
The idea of community is resonant in planning literature for pragmatic, idealistic, and critical reasons (Altshuler 1970; Medoff and Sklar 1994; Baum 1997; Talen 2000; Kretzmann and McKnight 1993; Turner 1995; Rubin 2000) . Planners understand that is in local communities where residents experience opportunities or constraints even if the sources of these lie outside. Community planning as an activity is premised on the notion that communities are able to meet needs and solve problems that neither individuals or families on one hand nor state or federal governments on the other hand are able to or have jurisdiction over. Spatial community is yet another 366 Pothukuchi Source: Table 3 was prepared by Hannah Burton.
common thread to planning: planners are familiar with the problems associated with spatial mismatch and the segregation of land uses and people, even if they may be unfamiliar with their food-related aspects or outcomes. Many planners are also in positions to design and recommend spatial policies that contribute to preferred outcomes.
Focus on assets.
A focus on assets in addition to problems was yet another characteristic of the CFAs. CFAs wished to make better use of existing resources to meet the food needs of lowincome residents (Somerville, Austin); use and connect existing resources in innovative ways (Berkeley, Detroit, Madison, Los Angeles, North Country); identify resources to match funds raised from outside sources for proposed programs (Detroit); modify or improve current resources (Berkeley, Milwaukee); and involve community members and enhance individual and organizational capacity (San Francisco, North Country). Assets included land, existing land uses and infrastructure that could be programmed for community food purposes; organizations working on issues connected to food and related community systems; organizational capacity; policy frameworks and plans; and existing programs and institutions that could be enlisted in efforts to foster community food security. The involvement of community members in the CFA was also sought to varying degrees by different assessments to enhance the accuracy, validity, and legitimacy of research; community participation in the assessment was seen as central to identifying effective strategies and building support for actions.
Asset-based community development has, over the last decade especially, gained significant currency in planning thought and practice (Kretzmann and McKnight 1993) , even if the notion of engaging local resources to solve local problems is not entirely a new concept to planners. Traditional comprehensive planning has always included activities for inventorying assets and employing them to further community goals. Asset-based approaches to planning have, nonetheless, contributed important insights to which planners now attend: that communities-especially those that experience various forms of disadvantage-contain not just deficits to eliminate but also resources in the form of local residents and their networks and organizations; that people who experience problems can be fruitfully engaged in solving problems; that asset-based approaches have the capacity to be more effective, efficient, meaningful, and sustainable; and that such approaches strengthen planning by building local capacity and enhancing support for making and implementing decisions.
Variety of categories and multiple sources. Data gathered in a variety of categories and from multiple sources represented yet another shared feature of the assessments. Typically, these included social, economic, demographic, and health data from censuses; other institutional databases or surveys; community directories; and primary modes such as surveys and interviews, conducted specifically for the assessment. Substantive categories in which food-related data were collected varied among CFAs and included elements related to agriculture, food access, food's connection to the local economy, health, nutrition, and environment. Several studies also systematically collected "visioning" information, in which residents and stakeholders articulated preferred futures in one or more categories of their area's food system. The North Country Community Food Assessment ᭣ 367 Planners' research typically poses questions in multiple categories, uses theory to build questions, uses a variety of data sources and methods to connect patterns, and achieves a realistic picture of community conditions through triangulation. Planners also routinely seek a pragmatic middle ground between convenience and responsiveness of data sources and attempt to overcome data and other operational constraints. For example, although census data are a widely available and useful in a range of categories, their usefulness toward the end of the decennial period declines, and planners have to make decisions about going with census data or local estimates derived from more recent surveys. This is especially critical if they are collecting trend information. Planners also routinely combine measures of social welfare and those of institutional performance in their community assessments (Sawicki and Flynn 1996) . This suggests yet another common thread between community assessments in general and CFAs.
In sum, these characteristics suggest that CFAs, whatever their impetus, source of sponsorship, goals, or particular issues studied, have common elements among themselves that are also shared with community assessments and other activities led by planners. Given these common threads, CFAs of the kind presented in this study should find a sympathetic audience among most community planners.
᭤ How a Planning Approach Can Strengthen CFAs
Despite common threads between the CFAs studied and planning, differences exist between those initiated and implemented by urban planners and others. These differences became apparent through a content analysis of survey responses and brief case summaries reported in Pothukuchi et al. (2002) and a review of reports and other materials made available by assessment leaders or sponsors. In cases where reports or publications were unavailable (Berkeley and San Francisco), I relied solely on participant self-reports in the surveys and amendments to case reports.
Seven CFAs (including all planning-related assessments) were also closely linked academic institutions. The differences emanate from the special contributions that planners are in a position to make, rather than necessarily derived from external causes such as funding, time, stakeholder participation, or audiences. Comparisons also suggest insights from nonplanning CFAs that planners might integrate into research, pedagogy, and practice for greater effectiveness in food-related planning and perhaps planning on other topics as well. These are discussed in the next section. It is worth repeating here that CFAs conducted by actors without an educational or professional background in community planning are nonetheless exercises in community planning; these comparisons are not designed to present a narrative of planning's inherent superiority. Still, the substantive and operational differences between them and the ones involving planners are real and nontrivial. They have implications for informing community assessments and planning in general on one hand and effective community food security practice on the other. Six major differences are noted below.
Incorporation of Space in Complex Ways, Including Mapping Community-Food Links county boundaries as appropriate. The others tended to focus on particular geographic areas-generally neighborhoodsas in the case of the Austin and San Francisco studies, particular cities (Berkeley, Somerville), or counties (North Country) because of the relevance of these spatial entities for the exploration of concerns or questions raised in their assessments. Planning-related CFAs also tended to use Geographic Information Systems (GIS) technology to map the location of current or potential food resources and population groups. Only one nonplanning CFA used GIS as a tool to map the location of diverse food assets (Somerville).
Mapping served many purposes in these projects: to document the number, density, and location of particular resources; to examine the spatial relationships among different types of food activities or between resources and populations in need (e.g., mapping food assistance sites and lowincome populations); to suggest locations for resources and programs; and to explore possible programmatic connections among spatially proximal but unconnected food resources (such as possible sales outlets for gardens in particular neighborhoods). The outputs of such computerized mapping techniques are powerful tools for exploratory, community-organizing, or policy-advocacy purposes. GIS technology tends to be available to a greater degree to academic planning departments or public planning agencies than community-based nonprofits that may sponsor or implement studies of this kind. Partnerships with academic planning departments or public agencies and planners familiar with this technology may contribute valuable analytic and policy insights to CFAs.
Community Planning and Local Government as Sources of Solution
Planning-related CFAs tended to provide a greater focus on local government and consider multiple functions, especially public agencies, other than those related to health or County Cooperative Extension (the latter have traditional connections, respectively, to community-based, antihunger activities and local agriculture). Planning CFAs examined both the positive and the negative roles of local governments in a variety of community-food categories, including land use, transportation, open space, health, environment, and equity. These studies were premised on the need for and ability of local government to act on these issues and discussed specific policies, such as parks and neighborhood policies for community gardens; initiatives to attract supermarkets to underserved areas; transit; and actions for public health departments.
To be fair, a couple of nonplanning CFAs also examined the roles of local government functions. However, they tended to limit themselves to the particular issues under consideration and their natural city government connections, such as, for example, the lack of direct transit connections to low-mobility communities underserved by grocery options (Austin) or the extent to which public school cafeterias were and could be supplied by local sources (Berkeley). Nonplanning CFAs also tended to examine food-assistance or market issues with less attention to their local planning connections. Thus, their recommendations attended to the need to, for example, increase the enrollment of qualified families in food programs, improve the coordination of social services offered by area nonprofits, or devise innovative means to help neighborhood stores stock fresh produce from local farms with little involvement suggested of local government. Planning-related CFAs were far more extensive in their examination of links to local government. For example, Madison's CFA studied and analyzed city policies (from comprehensive, neighborhood, and functional plan documents) that facilitated or hampered residents' access to healthful food choices.
More and Broader Links to Community Concerns
All CFAs were somewhat exploratory in nature, with community-capacity objectives included in the implementation of several assessments. The nature of the exploration, however, differed among the two groups of assessments. Those involving planning identified and explored a broad range of possible connections between food and communities, while others focused on particular issues or questions in their exploration. A review of assessment goals (Table 2 ) supports this reading. Planning-related CFAs (with the exception of Los Angeles) differed from nonplanning CFAs (with the exception of the Austin assessment) by offering community-process or broad food system objectives, such as creating university-community and other community-based partnerships (Madison, Detroit, Milwaukee) , raising awareness of community food needs and problems (Madison, Austin) , informing strategies for improving community food security (Madison, Detroit, Milwaukee, Austin) , or examining the root causes of hunger (Milwaukee) . On the other hand, nonplanning CFAs (and the Los Angeles assessment) had specific community-food objectives in mind, such as examining the feasibility of linking farmers markets and communities (Berkeley); studying inner-city food retail in the wake of the 1992 civil unrest, along with many other issues (Los Angeles); strengthening the economic viability of regional agriculture (North Country); promoting access to nutritious foods in Bayview Hunter's Point neighborhood (San Francisco); and strengthening planning for community-based food resources for low-income residents (Somerville). These communities instituted assessments as a way to gain knowledge relevant for particular concerns or actions.
Planning-related CFAs tended to be interested in uncovering the planning implications of food's varied linkages to communities: in land use, economic development, natural environment, food assistance, and health. The Detroit CFA, for example, identified five sets of linkages: food in community economic development, food in neighborhood revitalization, food in community health, hunger and food insecurity, and regional agriculture. These assessments offer a broad base of knowledge that can help promote a more comprehensive approach to community-food issues.
A Broader Range of Research Methods
Relatedly, planning CFAs adopted a broader range of methods to explore the variety of issues they considered. Table 2 identifies these methods. For example, the Madison and Milwaukee CFAs conducted focus groups of different groups of residents including youth, conducted interviews with key informants in public agencies and community-based organizations and with residents, mapped resources, analyzed policy documents, conducted economic analyses from data derived from the economic censuses, conducted price comparisons, and implemented small-area studies. On the other hand, the Austin study involved an examination of socioeconomic and demographic statistics derived from secondary sources, combined with interviews with community leaders and residents and food inventories at local stores, while the Somerville assessment analyzed census and institutional data and conducted interviews of key informants.
Wider Distribution of Studies among Planners
Unsurprisingly, planning-related studies were widely distributed among local planners and decision makers and to a national audience of planners and food system professionals. For example, the Los Angeles and Madison CFAs were disseminated among planners through a variety of means, including presentations at local (e.g., Wisconsin American Planning Association) and national American Planning Association conferences (Seattle, Washington, 1999; a session that was attended by sixty participants), the Association of Collegiate Schools of Planning conference (Fort Lauderdale, Florida) , and an article in the Journal of the American Planning Association (Pothukuchi and Kaufman 2000) . Two planning CFAs were also published in Agriculture and Human Values, a journal read by those with an interest in promoting local food systems (Pothukuchi and Kaufman 1999; Gottlieb and Fisher 1996) . Only one nonplanning study, the North Country assessment, was also reported in this journal . Educating planners about community-food links and the importance of these links to community goals and values can be important to building local food systems. While all studies sought and got coverage in the local media and were able to raise the awareness of the local citizenry as well as leadership, targeting local government agencies, officials, and planners is an important step (not the only one, of course) in initiating actions and building support for them.
CFAs Help Catapult Planners into Leadership Roles on Community Food Issues
All planning-related studies involved students either in the classroom or outside and contributed to their training in substantive and methodological topics related to community food systems. The Los Angeles and Madison CFAs were classroom projects, the former undertaken as a result of student initiative, and the latter offered as a mandatory capstone professional seminar to students completing their graduate studies in planning. Milwaukee's CFA also involved students of urban planning, while the Detroit study employed five students as research assistants. Significant outcomes have resulted from this involvement of planning students and faculty. The Milwaukee CFA resulted in a range of outcomes, including a yearround farmers market called the Fondy Food Center to provide a sales outlet for local farmers; a source of fresh food for the city's residents, especially in nearby low-income neighborhoods; a food-business incubator and community kitchen; opportunities for education in nutrition and healthful cooking; and a central information source for community food issues. Tim Locke, a student of urban planning, went on to become its first director. Andy Fisher, a key participant in the Los Angeles CFA, became the founding executive director of the Community Food Security Coalition, a national organization with a mission in policy-advocacy, education, technical assistance, and research in community food security; with a staff of ten persons; and with an annual budget of three-quarters of $1 million. Three planning faculty-Jerry Kaufman, Bob Gottlieb, and Kami Pothukuchi-have served on its governing board (as well as the boards of other related local and regional organizations). Other planning students in these CFAs have also become sensitive to community food concerns as evidenced by reports of their personal contacts following graduation to planning faculty who led these CFAs. In short, the incorporation of planning approaches has not only Community Food Assessment ᭣ 371 strengthened CFAs in important ways but also catapulted planning students and faculty into leadership roles in the national community food security movement.
᭤ What Community Planners Might Learn from CFAs
Planners might also benefit by incorporating practices more central to nonplanning CFAs. These lessons, listed below, are not entirely new exhortations to planners. They are being presented here more because they received lower levels of attention in planning-related CFAs, and because community food planning could benefit from greater consideration to these issues, than necessarily because these characteristics were shared by all nonplanning CFAs.
A more systematic incorporation of the health impacts of community-food linkages. Somerville and North Country assessments, especially, incorporated concerns related to the nutrition and the health implications of food insecurity and current foodconsumption patterns. Evidence is increasing on the positive health implications of neighborhood proximity to supermarkets (Morland, Wing, and Roux 2002; Whelan et al. 2002) and of involvement in backyard-and community-garden activities (Feenstra, McGrew, and Campbell 1999; Blair, Giesecke, and Sherman 1991) . These health impacts are direct, through healthful consumption and increased physical activity, and indirect, through improved quality of neighborhood life, environment, and social networks. This emphasis on the connections between land-use and neighborhood planning on one hand and health issues related to food access and physical activity on the other needs greater and more systematic attention from planners. Planners have special contributions to make in this regard; the medical field has traditionally concentrated on individuals and families as units of analysis and only recently started paying attention to community factors such as access, proximity, food availability, and the quality of community infrastructure (Glanz et al. 1995; Cheadle et al. 1995 Cheadle et al. , 1991 . Planners' focus on community would be a valuable contribution to positive health outcomes from the framework of community food security.
Relocalizing food systems as an approach to community planning. An earlier section reported that all CFAs discussed concerns related to sustainability problems posed by the dominant food system and planners' expertise in framing and addressing these concerns. CFAs (planning and nonplanning) advocating relocalization of food systems simultaneously addressed problems faced by central-city and rural areas and sought to reduce social and environmental costs currently externalized in the dominant food system, while also conceptualizing community roles in planning for these urban-rural links. These CFAs provided visions and models not just for community food planning but for planning in general, in the regional interdependency they see and advocate and in their vision of regional selfreliance in food as a tool for sustainable development.
In addition to attending to the environmental consequences of sprawl and current farming practices, planners might attend to the air-quality and energy impacts of the longdistance travel of food and related (and other) products. They might devise more localized food systems in addition to advocating for more sustainable practices in production, including more direct links between producers and consumers, through farmers markets, urban vegetable gardens, and grocery stores in low-income areas that are locally sourced whenever possible. They might also help public institutions such as schools, universities, hospitals, and prisons better fulfill their missions in education, health, and rehabilitation by supporting food production on their lands and the participation of their constituencies in these processes. Finally, planners might pay greater attention to the social and economic dimensions of sustainability related to food systems in terms of wages, working conditions, spatial distribution, neighborhood quality, and the health and environmental costs that are currently externalized from food prices.
Building skills in and implementing participatory action research methods. Although most planners are exposed to the importance of participatory planning processes (cf. Forester 1999; Arnstein 1969) , only a few are trained intensively in these processes. Most CFAs studied for this article, including those led by planners, had some form of an advisory committee of individuals who were also food system stakeholders. In Somerville, these members represented nonprofit food assistance organizations, government food and nutrition programs, and health providers and included nutritionists. Many CFAs involved stakeholders in the assessment planning stages as key informants or data sources and for dissemination purposes. This kind of consultation is, indeed, a valid form of community involvement in planning (Arnstein 1969) . However, generally speaking, planners used students or planning professionals in the actual planning and implementation of the CFA, with few community members directly involved in these activities. This suggests that although the research was informed by community involvement and was disseminated widely to stakeholders, few capacities in actually doing research-formulating specific questions, collecting data, analyzing, and compiling and disseminating results-were built among community residents. Indeed, while mapping Detroit's food resources, the CFA coordinator was approached by a representative of a community nonprofit who wished to learn the technique to advance his organization's activities. However, lack of easy access to the technology on his part and lack of affordable access to university-based training stymied his quest.
Arguably, involving community members in CFAs designed as participatory action research would have been difficult to accomplish while fulfilling educational or planning research goals; possibly, community members themselves may not have been able to be involved in a timely basis without training and compensation. However, studies such as those involving youth as in the San Francisco CFA, community members in Austin, or a variety of stakeholders in a seamless process of visioning, analysis, strategy development, and implementation of actions (North Country, Somerville) build community skills in facilitation, coordination, research-design and implementation, and managing complex group processes and help build support for actions. Planners need this kind of involvement, skills, and leadership, and communities themselves would benefit from them in multiple ways (Greenwood and Levin 1998) .
Community visioning as a means to develop shared understandings related to community food security.
Visioning is a fundamental part of any process that deserves to be called planning. Planners are familiar with ideas related to visionary planning and to visions as products and processes (Shipley and Newkirk 1998) . In recent times, the process elements of visioning, especially those in which futures are imagined and articulated by community members as guides for planning activities, have gained currency. Community food planning is a relatively new field; few shared understandings exist among community members of concepts, analytic frameworks, current states, preferred goals, and conceptions of future states of entire systems. CFAs can be an effective vehicle to help elicit these understandings among community residents and use group processes to develop shared understandings that can form the basis for planning.
Planning-related CFAs tended to use models of research that were somewhat traditional, possibly because many planning researchers tend to see visioning, goal formulation, strategy-design, and actions as distinct steps. Experienced community practitioners, however, understand the advantages of designing processes in which visioning, planning, and action occur in more integrated patterns. It is possible that professional planners might be in a position to implement community-visioning processes more effectively than academic planners; CFAs in general would be well served to embrace visioning for the opportunities for dialogue and mutual learning that such processes generate. Of all CFAs in this study, the North Country assessment especially exemplified this process.
Linking local planning concerns with state and federal policy.
Nonplanning CFAs linked local food-planning concerns to state and federal policy and programs, especially in the areas of agriculture, social welfare, and nutrition. Such links could be greater and more systematic and could benefit all communities doing CFAs not just those involving planners. This lesson is not so much a critique of those CFAs that did not incorporate such links to external policy contexts, because, after all, the point of doing CFAs was to focus attention precisely on local food issues and their local policy and action implications. Nonetheless, as noted in Table 1 , community food conditions are tied to a larger market and policy environment, and local efforts need to be supported by larger policy contexts. Several policy initiatives informed by community food security have recently been introduced at the federal level and present unprecedented opportunities for enabling such links. These include the Community Food Projects Competitive Grants Program, 6 Farmers Market Nutrition Programs (for Seniors and low-income families with young children), and Farm-toSchool initiatives that support school districts' efforts to increase the consumption of fresh fruit and vegetables by children while enhancing markets for local farmers. CFAs could help identify broad directions for policy or specific initiatives at state and federal levels. Legislation enabling the U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development, for example, to design "food empowerment zones" to introduce food production, processing, and retailing in vacant industrial areas and community block grant funding for food-related planning are two such possibilities. As more and more CFAs are done and disseminated widely, national organizations and coalitions can help develop policies and programs at state and federal levels that are sympathetic to and foster community food security actions at the local level. These advocacy efforts, to be successful, will need more systematic support from local planners and leaders.
᭤ Conclusion
This article reported on nine CFAs around the country, identified shared elements among them that also constitute common threads to planning, and discussed both strengths contributed by a planning approach to CFAs and lessons from them that planners might incorporate in mainstream practice. CFAs are, at their root, planning activities. Regardless of the background of CFA implementers, planners could serve as able partners in CFAs and in the actions that follow from assessments. Indeed, this article discusses reasons why planners may want to become involved in-or even lead-CFAs. The CFAs reported here are at the cutting edge of community food Community Food Assessment ᭣ 373 practice but represent baby steps in community food planning. This study is, therefore, inherently exploratory, and the conclusions are presented to identify broad new directions for planning research and practice. All planning CFAs were conducted from within university settings, while such is less the case with the nonplanning ones. Possibly, CFAs led by practicing planners may be limited by lower access to resources, unsupportive political or organizational contexts, and increased pressures on planners' time and attention. It is also possible that those conducted by professional planners might be superior in some respects, and their experiences in encouraging community participation, stakeholder group management, and other community processes could result in a CFA that is more participatory than the planner-led CFAs reported in this article. In their ongoing efforts to resolve particular problems faced by their communities, such as stemming farmland loss, attracting supermarkets to underserved areas, or making more land available for community gardens for residents to grow their own food, some planners may also bring valuable experiences to their communities' food assessments that could result in outcomes far more powerful than those from university-based models.
This study has multiple implications for planning education, research, and practice. Faculty colleagues might conduct CFA workshops, such as those in Los Angeles, Madison, and Milwaukee, and thereby greatly increase planning knowledge-generally and with implications for particular communities and regions. Departments might offer courses on community food security or incorporate relevant material in more traditional courses such as community economic development planning, environmental planning, sustainable development, and land-use planning.
Community food planning could benefit from research that examines community strategies informed by assessments and outcomes of strategies and that extends these CFAs substantively and methodologically. Future assessments might delve deeper into causal relationships moving beyond the simpler descriptions and correlations of most described here. Particular community food topics might benefit especially from greater planning attention: food deserts and spatial access to food for low-income residents, policies supporting urban agriculture, food policy councils, and means to sustain food production in metropolitan areas.
Planning practitioners are in a position to make significant contributions to community food issues. Many already may be pursuing related actions, albeit unconsciously and without enhancing community food security such as devising efforts to save farmland, but not necessarily for food production; instituting procedures for community gardens, but only as recreational options in senior housing complexes rather than as a comprehensive community strategy for food security; or pursuing national supermarket operators to open stores in particular low-income neighborhoods rather than devising a more competitive, citywide strategy with multiple locations and incentives. Planners especially need to become more aware of the possible negative impacts of routine planning decisions on community food security. One example of this might be the land-use planner who advises against the location of a food pantry near a mixed-income neighborhood for fear that it might attract "the criminal element." 7 On a more sober note, it is possible to be too sanguine about planners' interest and capacity to become involved in CFAs wholesale. Planners are, after all, scarcely a unitary group, with unitary interests, inclinations, and political contexts of their work. Not all planners may see themselves or their day-to-day practice reflected in the previous discussion on "common threads"; more basically, not all planners may be persuaded of the usefulness of CFAs for their communities. Yet another fear is that community food security advocates themselves may see cities' planning agencies as the enemy because of a history of planning decisions that may have produced outcomes antithetical to community food security. Hopefully, rather than the realization of these fears, it will be the leadership provided by some planners to the community food security movement that will be the model for planners' future involvement in community food issues. 
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